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Understanding the Big Picture
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Follow a Process (or create one to follow
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Melting Pot: Agile Principles & Concurrent

Engineering & Design Thinking
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Brainstorming: loud voice
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Brainstorming: silent
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Forced Connection
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Hold a meeting only when really needed

Are you lonely?

Tired of working on your own?
Do you hate making decisions?

HOLD A MEETING!

You can—

« See people

« Show charts

* Feel important

* Point with a stick

« Eat donuts

« Impress your colleagues

All on company time!

MEETINGS Key Tools & Best

THE PRACTICAL ALTERNATIVE TO WORK Practices
Effective meetings




Meeting Ground Rules
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Check out smartphone/tablet/pc at the door
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Prepare meeting in advance

Send Subject |Aeo|us meeting - Updated Agenda

Update
Location M 202 - Europa room
Starttime  |Tue 5/2/2017 [E| |3:00 PM - All day event
Endtime |Tue5/2/2017 [E| 430 P -

Aeolus Meeting May 2™ 0300 pm- 0430 pm — Agenda - FINAL
Pre-meeting activities:

* Review of MCR TEMPLATE
* Review of NASA HQ review for Aeolus
* Update R&R Matrix
+ All of the above documents are here:
M:\Projects\ROSES 2016 PSD35\02 AEOLUS - Cook?Colaprete\Reference Material

* Review meeting minutes, here:
M:\Projects\ROSES 2016 PSD35\02 AEOLUS - Cook?Colaprete\PSDS3_AEOLUS\Meeting Minutes

* Review of task items, here:
M:\Projects\ROSES 2016 PSD35\02 AEOLUS - Cook?Colaprete\P5DS3_AEOLUS\CML 5

AGENDA
Goal of this meeting:

# Understand how much of an issue Thermal, Radiation and Power are
» Review/Agree initial task assignments for CML 5 and MCR

= Review:
o Ground Rules
o Goals and Success Criteria

o Action items Key TOOlS & Best

o Pre-meeting activities

= Design Status: Pra Ctices

o Design Board

o Payload updates Effective meetin CIS




Team Voting technique

Key Tools & Best
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Status Wall

Ready for In Blockers Done

Work 3 | Progress
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Power of positive language




Summary

* You saw the processes, principles and best practices we use at the
Mission Designh Center at NASA Ames to further advance ideas

* These principles and best practices we use for designing space
mission may be of use in your industry as well: give it a try!

* Feel free to reach out to me:
david.mauro@nasa.gov
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7 At the end of this sequence,

Newton Three (N3)
LauncherOne will deploy the n;:::.m.m-::-
on-board satellite into its orbit.
/ g Typically.the
burn multiple 4
e t 8 Bothstag;;::am-
- = safely deorbited,
and the jet will
return to the airport.

s After stage separation, the single upper
stage engine, called the "NewtonFour' will
carry the on-board satellite into orbit.
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